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* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 4, 8, 10, and 1 8 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

With respect to claims 4 and 18, in line 5, examiner believes "an any particular time" 
should be changed to - -at any particular time- -. 

With respect to claim 8, in lines 1-2 "the instructions for toggling the capacity flag toggle 
the capacity flag" is unclear. 

With respect to claims 10 and 18, in lines 13-14 "a toggle flag" should be changed to - - 
the toggle flag- - since the same toggle flag being inputted to the OR function. Further, in line 
14, "the max load flag" should be changed to - -the maximum load flag- -. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2. Claims 1-3, 6-9, 12-15, and 20-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Budka (US Patent No. 6,014,567). 

With respect to claims 1, 6, 9, 12, and 20, Budka discloses (col. 3, line 64 - col. 4, line 6 
and Fig. 2 A) that channel stream 203 has many more registered MESs than channel stream 201 
or 205. To deter MESs from registering on stream 203 to control the imbalance, the channel 
capacity flag associated with stream 203 is marked "congested" (asserted state) while the flag 
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associated with stream 201 or 205 is marked "un-congested" (unasserted state). Herein, each 
channel is marked while carrying data (channel is available) (for each channel, continuously 
toggling a capacity flag between an asserted state and an unasserted state while the channel is 
available). Budka discloses in Fig. 2A, stream 203 is marked as congested as long as it has more 
registered MESs than other streams. In other words, the channel capacity of stream 203 is full 
and would not support more registered MESs (for each channel, continuously asserting the 
capacity flag while the channel is unavailable). Budka discloses in Fig. 2B, that channel streams - 
211 and 213 are marked as congested while stream 215 is not marked. Herein, channel streams 
211 and 213 are considered as one group of channels by examiner and channel stream 215 
considered as another group of channels by examiner. Herein, each group of channels includes 
at least one or more channels as considered by the examiner (wherein, at any particular time, 
capacity flags are in the asserted state for all of a first group of available channels, while capacity 
flags are in the unasserted state for all of at least a second group of available channels, so that 
traffic is distributed among at least two channels). Budka discloses in Fig. 1, a system includes 
the base station 105 (at least one modem transceiver), CDPD network 103 (protocol including a 
plurality of layers), and plurality of MESs 101-1 to 101-k. 

With respect to claims 2, 7, 14, and 15, Budka discloses (col. 4, lines 23-24) that the 
routine invocation times can be periodic or event driven (wherein the capacity flags for each 
available channel is toggled each period of a timer). Budka discloses in Fig. 2B that channel 
streams of the first group are marked as congested while channel stream of second group is not 
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for the same period (wherein capacity flags for the first group and second group are in different 
states during the same period of the timer). 

With respect to claim 3, Budka discloses (col. 4, lines 23-24) that the routine invocation 
times can be periodic or event driven. Further, Budka discloses in Fig. 2B, the capacity of 
channel stream 215 is less than capacity of maximized channel stream 213 (wherein, for each 
available channel, the capacity flag is toggled at random while the actual traffic load is less than 
the maximum load). 

With respect to claim 8, as best understood, Budka discloses (col. 4, lines 23-24) that the 
routine invocation times can be periodic or event driven (wherein the instructions for toggling 
the capacity flag toggle the capacity flag at random). 

With respect to claim 13, Budka discloses in Fig. 2A, stream 203 is marked as congested 
as long as it has more registered MESs than other streams. In other words, the channel capacity 
of stream 203 is full and would not support more registered MESs (wherein the programmable 
control block is further operable to continuously assert the capacity flag while the channel is 
unavailable because an actual traffic load on the channel is greater than or equal to the maximum 
load). 

With respect to claim 21, Budka discloses in Fig. 1, a system includes the base station 
105, CDPD network 103 (protocol including plurality of layers wherein the network layer 
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comprises a subnetwork dependent convergence protocol sublayer), and plurality of MESs 101-1 
to 101-k. 

With respect to claims 22 and 23, Budka discloses in Fig. 1, a system includes the base 
station 105, CDPD network 103 (wherein plurality of layers operate in accordance with CDPD 
standard), and plurality of MESs 101-1 to 101-k. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

3. Claims 4-5, 10-11, and 16-19 are allowed. 

The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: 
The prior art does not teach or fairly suggest setting the capacity flag by ORing the toggle 
flag and the maximum load flag, as suggested by independent claims 4, 10, 16, and 18. 

Conclusion 

4. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Sinha, P. et al "A Wireless Transmission Control Protocol for CDPD" Wireless 
Communications and Networking Conference, 1999 IEEE, 21-24 September 1999, pages 953- 
957, Vol. 2. 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Anh-Vu H Ly whose telephone number is 571-272-3175. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:00am - 4:00pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chi Pham can be reached on 571-272-3179. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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